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The Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) is a nationwide non-profit
organization of the 56 public officials who head departments of public education in every
state, U.S. Territory, and the District of Columbia. CCSSO seeks its members’ consensus
on major education issues and expresses their views to civic and professional organizations,
to federal agencies, and to Congress, responds to a broad range of concerns about
education, and provides leadership on major education issues.

Because the Council represents the chief education administrator in each state and
territory, it has access to the educational and governmental establishments in each state
and the national influence that accompanies this unique position. CCSSO forms coalitions
with many other educational organizations and is able to provide leadershig for a variety of
polic% concerns that affect elementary and secondary education. Thus, CCSSO members
are able to act cooperctively on matters vital to the education of America’s young people.
The State Education Assessment Center was founded by CCSSO in 1985 to provide a locus
for leadership by the states to improve the monitoring and assessment of education. This is
a report of the Assessment Center’s National Assessment Planning Project.
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NATIONAL ASSESSMENT PLANNING PROJECT

The National Assessment Planning Project, under the auspices of the Council of
Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), was created by a consortium of eighteen national
organizations interested in education and in ¢ lorinlg the feasibility of expanding the
National Assessment of Educational Progressx&AE ) in order to produce state-by-state
comparisons of student achievement.

The project is governed by a Steering Committee. Each member was appointed on
the recommendation of an organization in the consortium. This publication was conveyed
to the Department of Eduction (ED) and to the National Assessment of Educational
Progress on the review and :gprova.l of the Steering Committee. The publication, however,
does not necessarily reflect the views of each of the associations in the consortium.

The pro'éect was supported by Grant No. SPA-1549 from the National Science
Foundation (NSF) with funds partly from NSF and partly from the National Center for
Education Statistics in the U.S. Department of Education through an inter-governmental

transfer from NCES to NSF. This publication, however, does not necessari t‘ reflect the
views of either agency. The interest of the two agencies in this ﬁro ect and their willingness
to provide joint support is greatly appreciated. The support of CES and NSF made

possible this unique and vital step in the process of NAEP more useful for
policymaking at the state and local level.
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I. INTRODUCTION
PURPOSE/HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

Interest in state level comparisons is rising in many quariers in the belief that better
state-comparative information about student achievement than is currently available would
facilitate the improvement of education in the individual states. In 1984 a majority of
CCSSO members supponid the development of a system of student assessment that would
provide state comparisons’, and in 1985, the members endorsed the expansion of NAEP as
the most feasible way of providing these comparisons. During the 1986 national
assessment, two individual states, Wyoming and Georgia, contracted with NAEP to conduct
in-state, concurrent assessments and to provide state-to-nation comparisons. Also in 1986
and in 1987, groups of southern states, in a project coordinated by the Soutbzem Regional
Education Board, contracted with NAEP to conduct state-level assessments®. They were
provided reports comparing achievement among those states. Some of the rising interest
can be attributed to governors. A 1987 report from the National Governors’ Association
entitled Results in Education presented a number of comparative education indicators and
displayed a blank column for achievemqent, clearly expressing the intent to fill that column
in tuture years with achievement data’. In a 1987 report, a national group inted by
Secretary of Education William Bennett and chaired by formcr Governor of Tennessee
Lamar Alexander made a series of recommendations on the future of NAEP*, A major
recommendation was that NAEP should be expanded to provide state-by-state
comparisons.

This rising interest is not without its critics. Some are worried that Federal, state,
and local policymakers may misuse the data, making inappropriate inferences and drawing
unwarranted cause-and-eftect conclusions. Fears are expressed that the test will be very
influential, and, with that influence, foster a natioaal curriculum. Still others fear that the
compromises that might be made on objectives will result in an assessment that measures
the least common denominator and discourages badly needed curriculum reform.

Designing a national assessment that would not only be constructive but also
minimize potentia! disadvantages is the purpose of this National Assessment Planning
Project. The project has made recommendations that answer two questions of major
interest to state and local educators and policymakers, who have been asked for the first
time whether they want a report card for their state.

They will likely want to know what mathematics objectives (knowledge, skills) the
assessment will measure and whether the objectives are more or less compatible with what
they believe the schools in their states are trying to teach or believe shorld be taught. The
topic of & ate publication is the mathematics objectives for the 1990 math
assessment®, That report describes the basis for the development of test item specifications
and for items on the 1990 math assessment.

will also want to know how the achievement data on students in a state will be
reported. A secoud report makes recommendations on how state achievement data from
the 1990 math assessment should be measured and reported by NAEP, how comparisons
should be reé)oned, and on several policy issues related to conducting state-level
assessments®.

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

This is the third report of the National Assessment Planning Project. It is the report
of the consensus planning process used in the Project. During 1987-88, the National




Assessment Planning Project was conducted by a consortium of eighteen organizations
brought together by the Council of Chief State School Officers. The project used
consensus planning procedures to arrive at its recommendations. This report is on the
consensus procedures used, and it makes recommendations to the U.S. Department of
Education National Center for Education Statistics and to the NAEP grantee on
conducting consensus planning in the future for the Nationa! Assessment.

This report is organized in four sections. The first section is background
information on the National Assessment of Educational Progress and on the planning
project. The second section is a discussion of how the demands g!aeed upon the planning
of the assessment shift as it changes to a state-by-state program from a national program.
The third section describes the consensus planning procedures used in the project. Finally,
the fourth section presents recommendations, observations, and lessons learned from the
project.

II. NAEP BACKGROUND
INTRODUCTION
Since the laie 1960’s, the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) has

admin’stered tests to a representative national le of 9, 13, and 17 year old students
and issued reports of mmmm& in reading, mathematics, writing,
science, and other subjects. The assessments have been based on a sample of 25,000
students at each age level, enough to provide data that are reliable on a national and broad
1egional basis. The sample, however, has not been large enougk to provide measures of
student performance at the state level, measures that would allow state-by-state
comparisons.

There was little interest in comparing student performance in one state to another.
That has changed dramatically in the last few years, as states have been asked to assume
more responsibility for education and as the need for information to monitor education has
increas

As described above, the states, represented by the Council of Chief State School
Officers (CCSSO), adopted a policy that would de for state-to-state achievement

comparisons, and several states indivi and collectively have already moved toward
using NAEP for assessing W ir schools’ performance. In 1987 the U.S.
Department of Education a grant for the operation of NAEP until 1990 to the

Educational Testing Service which included the possibility that some part of the 1990
assessment tost a large enough sample of students in each state to provide state level data--
or at least in those states that waqt to be assessed. This spring, Congress re-authorized
NAEP with new 3.ovisions for state-by-state assessment on a pilot basis in the 1990 and
1992 NAEP cycles.

Whzit also has ed is the need for NAEP to be sensitive to the curriculum
objectives of the indivi states and school districts as it becomes a state-level
assessment. In the past, that has not been crucial; the assessment could reflect a general,
national consensus. If, however, education leaders in a particular state are faced with the
decision of whether atg(lmrticipate in a state-comparative assessment they need assurance
that the knowledge kills that the assessment measures are compatible with the
knowledge and skills they are attempﬁ.ni to teach to their students, or at least, the
knowledge and skills that the leaders believe should be taught. They will also want to know

how the data will be analyzed and reported. A Single n r only showing that students in

S
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a state with a high proportion of low-income families do not perform as well as scates with
more affluent students is hardly enlightening. Other variables that are included in the
analysis, and the formats for reporting data, will be very importar* if the state-to-state
compar:i:ons are to be constructive and fair.

It is around these issues--the knowledge and skills that should be assessed and the
method of analyzg;s and reporting state-level data~that the consensus planning process
used in the National Assessment Planning Project was designed. Recommendations on the
content of the assessment and on the methods for analyzing and reporting results were to
be &roduced through a "consensus process” that was sensitive to the interests and concerns
of the states and local districts and of various other constituents. What can be said about
the consensus procedures used in that process--their strengths and weaknesses and the
lessons that can be learned from the experience for procedures used in the future?

FEDERAL LEGISLATION
The legislation previously authorizing NAEP as a pational testing program required
a consensus Fs i "Each learning area assessment sﬁrall have goal

annmﬁrocess for its design:
statements devised through a national consensus agproach, providing for active
participation of teachers, curriculum specialists, subject matter ﬁcxalists, local school
:ggxzix;)mators, parents, and members of the general public ..." (Public Law 98-511, Section
e

A virtually identical provision is included in the new law re-authorizing NAEP and
expanding it to a state-by-state program: "Each learning area assessment shall have goal
statements devised through a national consensus approach roviding for active
participation of teachers, curriculum specialists, local school administrators, parents and
concerned members of the general public ... (Putlic Law 100-297, Section 3403)

-

(Copies of these laws are included in Appendices C and D)

. The participatory process that was affirmed as the rinciple for arriving at consensus
in the past becomes all the more crucial as uses of NAEP for comparisons an

policymaking are expanded, and as various state and local constituencies develop a greater
stake in the results.

CONSENSUS PLANNING PROCESS USED BY NAEP
Within the constraints of available resources, the NAEP grantee has attempted to

use a planning process desi to yield a national consensus on the goals and objectives
for each assessment which 18 faithful to the intent of the legislation. For each subject-area
assessment, one or moye grantee’s staff have been S:vsl;fnated as responsible for cmzi.ng
out this consensus planning process. With the of the project’s Assessment Policy
Committee (APC), staff have formed Learning Area Committees to develop the objectives
for the assessment. Consisting usually of 7-9 members, these committees have been
constituted to include: -

university-based specialists in the teaching or learning of the subject;

national.tystate, or local curﬁctuum?i)e%ts in the subject;

rrominent teachers of the subject; _

ocal school administrators, generally selected because of some professional
rience and interest in the subject;

scholars in the subject being assessed; and

policymakers or representatives of the lay public.

o000
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These commitiees generally have worked from the objectives of prior assessments,
refining and updating them, revising them to reflect more contemporary understanding of
the subject, or changing them to reflect current interests In students’ performance. The
committees produced a set of objectives which were then circulated broadly for comment.
Reviewers were asked, among other things, to comment on whether the objectives
departed substantially from prevalent practice. These comments were considered in
reparation of the final versions of the ota'lectives, which were then submitted to the APC

or approval. After they were approved, the objectives served as a point of reference for
staff and for exercise development committees as they wrote questions and items for the
asses<: .onts.

The 1988 assessment was a transitional one for NAEP, Until then, developing
objectives was a one-stage process conducted at the national level as described above. One
gou& representing all sectors in the nation’s school system was used to set the objectives.

or the 1988 assessments of civics and history, the NAEP grantee added a State A i
Committee in addition to the overall Learning Area Committee. This was to provide more
comprehensive and deeper consideration by states of the objectives. For future
assessments conducted at the state level, it is presumed that the governance and assessment
planning process will need to build farther in this direction to provide for participation by
states in the consensus deveiopment.

The appendices include excggns from the objectives booklets for the 1986 and 1988
reading assessments and for the 1988 civics assessment. These excerpts describe the
consensus planning process tkat was used and list the individuals involved, showing the
kinds of participants who have been represented.

III. HOW STATE-BY-STATE ASSESSMENT CHANGES THE DEMANDS PLACED ON
THE PLANNING PROCESS

AWWMMWMW

There are several conditions and features that define the consensus approach

necessary for a national educstional assessment program in the United States, as NAEP
was through 1988:

0 No reports are made on an educational unit (school, district, state) that has
legal nsibility for educational outcomes; there is no direct
ty lm%g e.

0 The content of an assessment does not need to be closely aligned with the
educational objectives of 2a "accountable unit."

o The law requires participation be voluntary,

0 Agreement to participate in a national assessment is typically based on the
endorsement of the state <uperintendent and on the agreement and
willingness of local district superintendents and rincipals of schools selected
in the sampling process. This is based on the belief that NAEP is valuable or
on the desire to%e cooperative, not on the extent to which the test matches
the local curriculum.
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0 Schools are sampled rarely, only a few students are involved in each school,
NAEP provides someone to give the tests, and time out of class is brief, so
participants have little at stake in the procedures used.

STATE ASSESSMENTS AND COMPARISONS CHANGE THE CIRCUMSTANCES

With the expansion of NAEP to produce state comparisons, the needs which the
consensus process must meet are different, and material changes m st be made in the
process, compared with when the yrogram was simply national in scope. The change in the
demands is so fundamental that it prompted the blue-ribbon panel chaired by former-
Governor of Tennessee Lamar Alexander on the expansion of NAEP to come up with a
whole new model of governance for the project.

In state-comparative assessment, the changed circumstances meriting such a
substantial restructuring of the governance and consensus plarning process are as follows:

o In state assessmeat, there ar~ identifiable units which are accountabls and
ople vho feel responsible for the performance of these units: State
%ﬁntendents, State Boards of Education, Legislators, Governors, and,

indirectly, the poli ers and administrators of local districts which make
up the states’ school systems. _

o Locals feel that results of state assessments may become the basis for a state-
level change in what is expected of them. Though lncal accountability is
indirect, it is nevertheless strong. As Lillian Barna, then Superintendent of
the Albuquerque Schools and a member of the Plannin, Pr:iect Steering
Committee said, "If someone is concerned about how New Mexico is doing,
they are 'going to turn first to Albuquerque to try to bring up the state’s
average.

o With a "state report card," state and local officials must be concerned about
the alignment of the test to their curriculum. It is fair and reasonable to test
and hold states and local districts accountable gply for a body of knowledge
and skills that they agree is important.

o What the test measures becomes a significant factor in whether states and
locals will be willing to participate in this voluntary activity. Since it is
voluntary, the decision to enter will be based in part on the nature of the
game, as defined by what will be tested.

(] With state report cards and a larger sample, more schools and students are
affected, state and local staif become more involved in administration of the
program, and the conditions under which results are obtained and used for
comparisons become more critical; thus, the procedures of the assessment
become moie important.

The new governance structure recommended by the Alexander group expanded the
planning and objective-setting of the project; distinguished it from the exercise-
development, data-collection, and analy3is activities; and placed governance and policy-
setting under an independent National Assessment Governing Board with policy-setiing
authority. The reasons for this were to create a stronger, more independent governance
body that wouid be given over to constituencies including the states, which had a great
stake in the conduct and ramifications of the expanded, state-by-state program. 1he
primary responsibility of this Board, as conceived by the Alexander panel, was to provide

ki




for the deepened and broadened consensus-development process required for state-
comparative assessment, and the Board was envisioned and intended as a means of
participatory self-governance of the project, by the field, through such a consensus-
development &rocess. The National Assessment Planning Project was intended to
approximate this kind of self-governance and planning.

. In addition to providing for a deeper consensus by states and others concerning what
is tested, the changes brought by state-by-state assessment bring other, new governance
needs. The greater salience of the pro%ram will bring not only more attention to
educational programs in the states and localities; it will also bring more attention to the
procedures and design of NAEP itself, and the governance board must protect and insulate
the integrity of the program, while still being open to appropriate insights and
improvements.

Finally, the expanded program will require commitment from local school districts
to participate, and the planning of the project must support and encourage such
commitment. Since there is no immediate incentive for locals to participate, and since
there are several disincentives, the governance process must cultivate several, indirect
bases for local participat.un: the ideal of the quality of the data; involvement in planring
the program (and hence, development of ownership); and receiving data back after
participation, even if its utility may be limited to serving as a check on standardized testing

prograns.

IV. CCSSO CONSORTIUM NATION#’ gSESSWM PLANNING PROCESS
1

PURPOSE

The targets or topics of the planning done in the National Assessment Planning
Project were twofold: to develop subject-area objectives in mathematics for the first state-
by-state assessment in 1990 and to recommend the procedures to follow and the analytical
models to be used in reporting results of the 1990 trial state assessment.

The goal of the consensus glannmg process was both educational and political. Ata

practical or strategic level, it was desirable to ﬁan through a process that enabled those
with a stake to air their views, develop ownership of the plans, and get on board with the
emerging state-level NAEP program.

Educationally, a vision had emerge. for the planning process in which it would be
conducted 30 as to x!eld a mare desirable product—-plans that truly represented the best
thinking of the ficld as to what was importaut to measure in the subject and how state-by-
state assessment should be done. This vision had emerged in 1986, during the deliberations
of the Alexander Study Group, when that group considered how a NAEP expanded to
produce state-level results should be governed. Then, it was felt that the project should be.

overned by those with the greatest stake in the outcomes, and that governance should go
geyond policy advice to include planning, setting the substantive objectives, designing the
key features of the program and plannirg its procedures. It was felt that planning should
be based on deep and extensive participation by teachers, policymakers, subject specialists,
technicians and anyone who could bring visionary thinking to bear on the design of the -
assessment. It was envisioned that this process would be professionally exciting ard that
the assessment plans would reflect not just prevalent practice in the field, but the best that
could be said in our nation about teaching, learning, and assessing a subject at any point in
time.

12




For the National Assessment Planning Project, development of the mathematics
objéctives for the 1990 state-by-state assessment was conceived as requiring a consensus of
the field as to the subject-matter to be tested, including some form o?consensus or
reconciliation of the subject - tter recommended to be assessed with current state and
local curriculum policies in .. 1ematics.

Recommendations on assessment procedures and the models to be used to analyze
and report results were viewed as requiring a different sort of consensus. A number of
technical issues were understood to be involved in the expanded assessment that would
require resolution through consultation with the best technical experts in the field. States
were seen as possessing technical experience and expertise which should be solicited,
distilled, and used to guide the design of the state-b,-state assessment, but they were also
seen as having a stake in many aspects of how the data will be analyzed and reported: a
decision made one way or another (such as how to use demographic data to interpret
results) could affect how states come out in the assessment. So, state staff as well as other
experts were asked to advise on technical matters, and states were g‘lven an opportuaity to
gomgaent on those design decisions which had great political and educational implications

or them.

WORK PLAN AND SCHEDULE

The original work plan and time schedule for the planning process were developed
by staff and reviewed, modified and approved by the project Steering Committec at its
August, 1987 meeting. This provided for recommendations *o be completed in February,
1988. The schedule for the National Assessment Plannir Project was determined lartgely
bggt(l):e need tocc olete planning in time to inform the d. ‘elopment of exercises for the
1990 assessment, .nich had to begin in April, 1988. This was an extraordinary constraint
which made an adequate Jvlanning process impossibie in some wtzs. Diagrams showing
these schedules are included in the appendix in order to explain the processes used in this

project; these schedules are not recommended as models for the future, because they were
too short for adequate completion of most tasks.

At its initial meeting in August, the proiect’s Steering Committec nad adopted a
policy statement on the purpose of state comparisons and the conditions that should be
met, as follows:

The purpose of state level student achievement comparison is to provide data on

student performance to assist poli ers and educators to work toward the

improvement of education. Such data can be useful by encouraging and
contributing to.a discussion of the quality of education and the conditions that
determine 1t.

State-comparative achievement data are useful if they:

0 Represent performance on a consensus of what is important to learn;

o Use sound testing and psychometric practices;

o  Use procedures that minimize intrusion into instructional time;

o Take into account different circumstances a~d need-. that the states 1ace; and




Are associated with features of the school systems that can be improved by
policymakers and educators.

The principles and parameters guided the two consensus planning processes.
The process used to attain each planning purpose is described below.

Mathematics Objectives

The activities which resulted in mathematics objectives for the state-by-state
assessment were patterned in part after the consensus process that evolved over the years
in pl prior national assessments in response to the language in Public Law 98-511,
Section 405 () authorizing NAEP. In addition, however, the objectives were developed in
a manner that was based on the recognition that the 1990 assessment in mathematics will
provide state-by-state comparisons of student achievement. Because state report cards, as
well as “The Nation’s Report Card,” would result from this assessment, the process was
expanded considerably beyond recent practice to ensure that careful attention was given to
the formal mathematics objectives of states and a sampling of local districts, and to the
opinions of practitioners at the state and local levels of what should be assessed. The
process, carried out between August, 1987 and March, 1988, had the following features:

o A Co::lortium Steering Committee mtﬁ members recommended bg each of the 18
national organizations representing policymakers, practitioners and citizens met,
modified, and approved lge ove:'l:l? plan of work. P

(] A Mathematics Objectives Committee was created to draft a set of recommended
objectives. Its membership consisted of a teacher, a local school administrator, st-te
matiematics education specialists, mathematicians, parents, and citizens. It met
once for preliminary planning to consider and determine what information it would
need prior to a major work session in December, 1987. For its review and
consideration, the committee was provided the following:

o  Math Objectives 1885-86 Assessment (NAEP).

0 ics (National

Council of Teachers of Mathem itics).

(] Content analyses of state and local mathematics guides produced under
subcontract by the Education Products Information Exchange.

o Suggestions solicited from state mathematics specialists.

0 A report on "Issues in the Field" based on telephone interviews with leading
mathematics educators.

o A draft framework provided by a mathematics objectives subcommittee.

0 At the December meeting, the Mathematics Objectives Committee took up the sub-
committee’s draft, enhancing and modifying it.

0 In subsequent weeks, the draft report was edited for form, sample questions were
added, and a copy was mailed to each state department of education mathematics
specialist in the states.




o These individual specialists in each state were requested to convene a committee of
state and local geople to respond to the objectives. Those committees reviewed the
drait report and returned comments and suggestions to the project staff.

o A copy of the draft report was sent to, and comments received from, twenty-five
national mathematics edvcators and mathematics scholars.

o The reactions were g‘ven to the Mathematics Objectives Committee, which met a
third time in late February.

0 Modifications were made in response to the comments, and the final draft report
\:{as r;viewed, modified, and approved by the Project Steering Committee in mid-
arch.

PROCEDURES, ANALYSIS, AND REPORTING

A second target of the planning project was to consider how the achievement data
should be collected, how data on students in a state should be presented, and how state-to-
state comparative data should be reported. However popular with some, a simple number
showing only that the average achievement of students in one state is higher or lower than
that of students in another state is not enough. Recommendations were made on how state
achievement data from the 1990 math assessment should be measured and reported by
NAEP, how comparisons should be reported, and how several policy issues related to
conducting state-level assessments should be resolved.

The piocess which produced these recommendations was desi‘&wd principally to
result in a broad, field-based consensus on the issues of expanding NAEP to siate-level
assessments. In part, the . dproach is reflected in the consensus process developed over the
years by NAEP to select the objectives or knowledge and skills that an assessment will
measure. That consensus process is responsive to the Federal law creating the National
Assessment, but since the recommendations address anal&sis and reporting matters and
several assessmentcg:‘licy issues, rather than the content that is tested, a national consensus
process was not technically required. Public Law 98-511 vested authority for setting
Rlolicies and approving reports with the NAEP Assessment Policy Committee. .

evertheless, an early determination was made to engage p:g:rmakers, technicians,
and scholars from across the country in an extensive process of consultation and
collaboration on these procedural and design matters. This determination was based on
the belief that such a process was likely to identify significant problems with designing
"state report cards,” as well as to provide constructive ideas.

The report was drafted under the project’s Procedures, Analysis and Reports (PAR)
Committee, but many others were involved, particularly the directors of assessment
programs in each of the states. Many of these directors made recommendations during the
planning process; thexualso responded to drafts with helpful suggestions. The process,
carried out between August 1987 and March 1988, had the following features:

o The project Steering Commuttee modified and approved the overall plan of work.

0 The Procedures, Ana!rsis and Reports Committee was created to draft a report. Its
membership consisted of policymakers, state and local district assessment
specialists, and scholars in the field of assessment.

o The Committee met once for preliminary planning to consider its charge and |
determine what information it wished to have prior to its major work-session in



December. For that major work-session, the Committse was given many
documents, including the following:

0 Covies of correspondence from state directors of assessment raising issues
and suggesting ways that comparative data should be reported.

0 An options paper entitled "Alternate Ways of Reporting State-by-State
Comparisons” prepared for the Committec under a contract.

o Several recent publications on education indicators from CCSSO, the RAND
Corporation, and others; lists of common student background questions from
a variety of studies, including the National Education Longitudinal Study of
1988, Schools ar.d S Survey, Common Core of Data, and High School
and Beyond; and the publication, jevi 1
(Internationa! Study of Math Achievemcat).

] A background memorandum from the Southern Regional Education Boaid
reviewing the procedures followed in eight southern states, in which school
district employees administered NAEP tests in a state-by-state program.

o A report provided by the National Association of State Directors of Special
Education on the inclusion of special students in NAEP.

During its December meeting, the Committee made tentative decisions about the
recommendations it wished to make.

In subsequent wecks, a report was drafted by project staff based on those decisions,
and copies were sent to state education agencies and selected state policymakers,
local district educators, and schoiars. Project staff discussed this report with the
assessment subcummittee of the Committee on Evaluation and Information Systems
(CEIS) of the Council of Chief State School Officers in a special meeting in January.

All comments received on the draft were provided to the Procedures, Analysis, and
Reports Committee, which met again in late February. The Committee reviewed
the comments and completed its report.

The Committee’s report was reviewed, modified and adopted by the Project
Steerirg Committee.

V. RECOMMENDATIONS AND OBSERVATIONS ON THE PROCESS

0 It should be m.msﬁnm ipatory, providing for democratic, bottom-up involvement
of the field and of the constituencies affected by NAEP in determining its
features.

o It should be visionary, seeking out and tapping the appropriate and best
thinking in the nation (anm world) ;:p &maxmponant cﬁ:cisions faced in

planning the assessment: what subject-matter to test at each grade level,
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what analyses to perform in interpreting results, how best to capitalize on
sampling and scaling methodology, and how logistically to carry out a sound
and fair assessment.

0 It should be jterative or interactive to allow suggestions and advice to
influence one another and to create a planning process which evolves
positively.

0 It should be structured and guided in advance by the policies and principles
that are needed to conduct the planning process: what authority do
committees have? Under what constraints are they operating? In what
direction should they head?

0 It should be explicit in its rules, principles and procedures; these features
should be set openly and explicitly, and they should be communicated
effectively to the field to enhance the participatory quality discussed above.

o It should be stable, following a viable cycle to its completion, adhering to
predictable procedures as assessment cycles repeat themselves, and
amending these procedures only when there are important reasons to
change them.

0 It should be long enough to allow the values articulated above to be attained:

participation by the field; thoughtful consuitation for the best resolution of
important issues; and plann.ng in a way that is explicit, iterative, and
structured by the necessary policies.

] It should be supported bgo:c:equate devotion of time by the National
Assessment Governin, d and its constituent committees, by adequate
and appropriate-qualified staff who support the process in a professional but
neutral manner, and by adequate operational resources to support the

: w

expenses entailed in pl g by the field. 4

At some points, the thinking of everyone involved in a committee planning process
may falter or go astray. When this happens, either of two courses can be taken: one
is t0 iet the group work through the process, assuming that the process of self
governance and consensus-building will work itself out. The other course is to
manage the planning process somehow. This can be done, and it should be done
thmurh the gentle guidance of a competent but unbiased professional staff, a staff
knowledgeable enough to know that the process has gone astray, but neutral and
able to move the group along, though not toward any particular end.

% e : ' A.’.

At times, the thinking of some participants will be more sound or creative than that
of others; the latter will learn from the former, and the roles may be reversed at
another time in the process.

11
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7

val | . verning 1} hould ¢ {upf
In particular, judgements or values should be set exgiicitly at the outset: What will
constitute "consensus"? How much innovation will be tolerated? How much detail

is to be sought in the recommendations? How will differences be handled--will they
be resolved, ignored, or expressed as a minority view? What "givens" from outside
constrain the process?

Changes while the process is going on can disenfranchise the process itself, obviating
or devalui 3it. To some extent, the governance board can avoid this by making
sure that the structures and ground-rules it controls are protected, left in place
through the process until a time at which they can be changed. Others involved--
Congress, the Secretary of Education, the Assistant Secretary for Research and
gpyoven;ent,fthe:cgommissioneni of NCES, and dll); satnaff of NCES--must alsﬂcl)r prc;::ct
¢ integrity o consensus planning process, owing it to proceed throu,
one set of ground-rules before changing the rules. These individuals actually must
help insulate the process from disruptive changes that could undermine it.

In November, suggestions on the subject-matter framework were requested from
state department niath specialists rather than a state committee, and a similar
solicitation was made of state assessment program staff for comments on procedural
issues. This appeared adequate, as opposed to setting up and soliciting comments
from a formal committee in each state at that point as well as later, when the
recommendations were complete. Formal committees should be set up for review
of recommendations in each subject to be assessed in states and in other
constituency groups such as specialist teacher organizations. At earlier stages,
suggestions can be sought from staff representatives of these constituencies.

Chief state school officers need to be kept informed throughout as do the officers or
other representatives of other major stakeholders. Communicating directly with the
subject specialists in SEAS for initial suggestions and to set up state committees for
response to draft objectives was valuable and successful. In each state department,
however, 2 lisison had been identified by the chief as the primary contact for
activities of the CCSSO State Education Assessment Center. Failure to inform
them of the initial contact to the mathematics specialists was a problem brought up
by several of the liaisons, most of whom are state assessment directors.

The problem, some assessment directors felt, was that mathematics curriculum
specialists would not always recognize some of the implications of the planning
exercise~that these decisions would ultimately affect the state’s results on the
comparative assessment. Assessment directors may be more sensitive to the
political and educational ramifications of a high-stakes assessment than their
curriculum specialist colleagues, because of thzir professional experience.
Coordination between the two types of staff :annot be assumed, and it is

1{
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recommended that either everyone in any stakeholder organization receive much of
the communication or that all communications go through one designated liaison
who is responsible for involving and informing the proper staff or committees.

8) ork on the subject-m3 npbiectives and on procedural and analvtic plans should
become 3 staff function of the governance process. and review by the field should
DCCOING a Pall U 1€ DATUCIDANION DV LNe 1 d in the planning o DCES!

The cooperation of people in the field throughout the consensus planning process
was very positive, and it would seem that future planning efforts can assume that
such cooperation will be present. Funds were made available for states to
reimburse expenses of their review groups, but most states did not request funds.
Members of planning committees served without compensation for three, 2-day
meetings. Those who worked on writing tasks beyond the three meetings were paid
$250/day, the standard NAEP consultant rate, but this work should be done by paid
staff in the future. This will be developed below. Token amounts were paid to
scholars for mail review, again at the rate standard for NAEP, but this could be
done without offering compensation as the NAEP planning process becomes more
visible and important to the field. |

9)  The consensus planning process should be "self-evaluating”,

|
Several times during the planning project, committees noted that their decision |
about how to resolve an lgsue could and should be "tested”. As recommendations |
are made for the assessment through the governance board or other consensus |
planning process committees serving it, procedures should be set up to evaluate how
the recommendations turn out. Recommendations usually are intended to have |
some effect; the committee making the recommendations can often say how and |
when one would know whether the intended effect has come about. The |
committees should be asked to do this, to suggest how the recommendation could be 1
tested, and staff should have a systematic mechanism for followin‘f up on the |
evaluation procedures that are suggested. This feature would add enormously to the
continuity of the planning process and what is learned from it, This is especially
important when one recognizes that the governance board will experience
considerable turnover, and that few if any of its members will serve long enough to ‘
track the effects of individual policies or recommendations through a complete
assessment cycle.

A loop could be built into each planning-committee activity, so that at least some of
the more important recommendations made or policies set by committees or the
NAGB are held for some period of time until the{lcan be considered again by the
committee or Board, before they become final policy.

Adequate support means having approvals and go-aheads to support the governance
activity, having time to conduct planning and governance activities that are complete
and sound, and having enough appropriate professional and other staff to support
the work of the new National Assessment Governing Board. These provisions must
be made by Congress, the Department of Education, and the leadership of NCES.

10
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The National Assessment Planning Project attempted to approximate the planning
activity that will be needed for state-by-state NAEP, using one full-time and two
part-time staff, completing the work in eight months, and often awaiting policies and
go-aheads while they were developed for the first time. While this was necessary in
this instance, it revealed that more time is needed, that a larger and more
comprehensive staff is needed, and that the Department must establish and

maintain many policies to structure and support the process.

1) An exnlicit pg jcwvis jeeded by the NA B to direc NOSE ¢ oning obi ctives Ol
j¢ balance of assessing what students do know and can do and obiectives that are
. . . . ) .
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The primary issue confronted by this project’s Mathematics Objectives Committee
that wili be at the forefront of future consensus planning activities was setting the
balance between ing what students know and can do now and what the
committee thought they d be taught. This tension is present in any large-scale
assessment program: given that the results of the assessment will be interpreted to
drive instructional improvement, should the assessment be gauged to )
instruction toward a larger vision of what children should learn? Or, should it be
designed to reflect what is currently taught, so it can be a neutral gauge of how
much of that intended or planned curriculum is learned? The former will Jead
teaching forward, the latter will tend to maintain the status quo.

In the past, NAEP objectives have been formulated to lead instruction somewhat,
but to rest close to current practice. In planning for state-by-state assessment, the
resolution was set more toward leading the field, for several reasons. First, the
states had already committed themselves, CCSSO policy-setting on the
issue, to strive for a comprehensive, forward-looking consensus and not to settle for
a least common denominator of instructional content. Second, the Mathematics
Objectives Con-nittee was favorably disposed toward the National Council of
Teackers of Mathematics Star.dards, which were intended as forward-looking goals
for mathematics instruction in the country over the next ten years. Finally, given the
probiem of how to reconcile curriculum objectives that one state might address and
others not, the Committee adopted the principle that the objectives should be
Mmponﬁ? those areas some states felt were important and not
becoming a list only of what everyor.s was ing. Once this inclusive
approach was adopted, the compromise was around much weight should
be given to the various areas. Less weight was assigned to areas that were more
progressive in nature or less prevalently addressed at this time.

The scope of the objectives should be broadly inclusive of the curriculum and take
into account the objectives of the various states and districts. They should include
what various scholars, itioners, and interested citizens expect to find in the
curriculum. They mﬁ?smnclnde the objectives that were tested in the previous
assessments so that trend data can be provided (at least on those objectives). When
one voice says "a” is important but not "b" and another voice supports "b" but not "a",
an assessment usually can and should include both. The current methodology of
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matrix sampling of items allows for broad coverage, and analysis and reporting
methods that link results to measures of opportunity to learn can reveal whether
differential outcomes are related to whether students were exposed to "2" or to "b".
Finally, a narrow assessment is the greatest and perhaps most justifiable reason for
some educational leaders in a state to choose not to participate. They may stay out
because their state’s objectives are not included or because they believe that the
assessment is attempting inapprogriately to narrow or steer the curriculum through
the influence of the test or both, but they will be less likely to stay out because the
assessment represents a broader vision of what should be tested.

The magnitude of the work that had to be done by the Mathematics Objectives
Committee was underestimated in this project and did not account for staffing. An
objective-setting committee must ultimate{y produce a report that is both
substantive and substantial. No person on the project statf was able to draft the
report, s:g;?mng it depended on committee members. This is a problem NAEP
has addr by assigning a staff specialist to each subject-area assessment and

structuring learning area committee meetings to permit the committee to produce
wording o s in existing objectives. In our case, the task called for a more
basic consideration of the objectives, and this will be true in the future. A sub-
committee was asked to prepare a preliminary draft of the objectives for the
Committee, and this helped expedite the Committee’s task.

Staff specialists assigned to support the planning process in the future should
include one specialist for each subject that is assessed as well as others who are
specialists in methodological issues. The assessment-development specialists should
be trained and experienced professionals with either a background in the academic
discipline being and experience in developing or managin%instruction in
that subject, or they should be specialists in the education of the subject with a
demonstrated capability to tap thinking of scholars in the discipline as to its
priorities. ing each assessment development cycle (the two-year process of
developing the objectives and exercises for a subject-area assessment) the person’s
primary assignment should be supporting the development of objectives for their
subject and coordi follow-up work on test and item specifications after
objectives are devel

Our effort to elicit state reviews of the draft mathematics objectives in February
succeeded because each state was asked three months in advance to prepare
for this, This gave them time to set up committees and a means for responding in
geir 8shtaue thial: invoived the q:gr&pnﬁte le. This approach should | wetghed

oughtfully in comparison with the rience of using a committee of
seven representatives from the states for the% assessments in history and civics.
Much may be gained by providing for comprehensive consideration and input and
adequate lead-time to prepare for responses.
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Systematic analysis of state curricylum frameworks should be done and used as
other resources and activities in the consensus-building process.
In the planning project, a contract with Education Products Information Exchange
produced reports on the degree of alignment of state curriculum guides with the
rior NAEP objectives. This was a le for use by the Committee, but several
actors limited the extent to which this information was used by the Committee.
First, it was difficult to present the analysis in a way in which the results were
comprehensible and useful. The guides varied widely in their level of specificity and
in the degree to which they constituted state policy. Also, it was difﬁml)teto find the
appropriate level at which to pitch the analysis. Guides varied widely in their
content at a fine level of detail, but thteli'lwere quite similar if one looked at their
content at a more global level. The utility of this kind of analysis must be worked
out through its details.

Second, state committee review was ultimately important to the Objectives
Committee as a check on the alignment and compatibility of state curriculum
policies with the recommended objectives, as opposed to the content analysis. The
content mlg:u should be regarded more riately as a resource or reference
when states begin consideration of a set of objectives rather than as a basis for
determining the suitability of a set of objectives once they are drafted.

Finally, the need to reconcile states’ differences in their curricular policies was
outweighed by support for a new, comprehensive, inclusive framework for the
assessment. vatematic, objective comparison of the policies was simply
overshadowed by the consensus-building phenomenon that occurred around the
prospect of a new set of directions. In the future, the type of objective analysis of
curriculum frameworks done by EPIE should be seen as useful background, but not
as the paramount determiner of the common ground of the assessment.

The prior NAEP objectives were an important resource in the objective-setting
process, helping structure the Committee’s thinking on how the objectives should be
stated and presented, but the principle of basic reconsideration must be emphasized

clearly to give the tmemmee L&roew legitimacy and to avoid inappropriate
ity past.

adherence to con with
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substantive summarv to be read bv mm inee members before their deliberations
about the objectives,

A ten- to fiftee e summary of trends and issues seems appropriate and could be
epared by stmth appropriate participation by the field. A d review of
iterature on mathematics curriculum priorities was conducted for the plannin
groject in the form of a series of interviews with 1 math educators, mostly
om higher education. These interviews were and reported to the
Mathematics Objectives Committee. The purpose was to identify issues and provide
guidance to the committee so major issues were not overlooked. In this project,
there was insufficient time to prepare a traditional literature review between
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September and the Mathematics Objectives Committee work in early December.
Several scholars were asked, but they declined to attempt the effort on the short
time schedule. Interviews with experts in the field, reported orally to the
Committee, were viewed by the Committee as a useful and adequate fall-back in
this inst?lnce. But a longer time frame would allow a more traditional review to be
prepared.

achers and school administrators. and in peted nresentatives of groups such
mpiovers. The review process should be highly publicized. should be long enough
) D] )it e [1Q “ah s DO Lo A4 (ALl .. . LOIDOIAULE

In this prcp}ect. comments were solicited by mail from schelars (math educators) on
the prior NAEP objectives and on the N standards before the mathematics
objectives were drafted. This produced some responses, but more responses came
in reaction to the actual draft objectives in January. All comments were
incorporated by staff into the draft report completed by the committee in February.

Respondents were paid $50.00 for reacting to the draft. As discussed below, this
may not be necessary or spprczgriate as participation in these activities becomes
broader and is recognized by the field as a mors important event.

The NCTM draft mathematics curriculum standards became a very important
document in the objective-setting process. It was the product of widespread
involvement of math educators over the prior two years. In the future, NAEP can
capitalize on such developments if they are available in areas such as reading,
writing, science, history, or civics. If they are not available, it may no ve feasible to
commission the two-year process required to produce such standards as part of the
objective-setting task in planning an individual assessment, but over time the NAEP
consensus planning process will begin to precipitate such efforts by professions, so
they can be factored in to the consensus planning. There is evidence this is already
taking place in anticipadon of the 1992 state-by-state assessment in reading.

Again, consistent with the vision for the planning process discussed earlier, this
event should become a very appropriate means for tapping the best thinking among
our teachers, academicians, curriculum specialists, and the concerned public (such
as the business community) about what in a subject should be taught and where
instruction in that subject should b2 headed. Ultimately, the N lglanmng .
process should have consciously-developed links, established by the NAGB and its
staff, between it and the analogues in other subject areas of the development of the
NCTM standards. ,
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[nitially, the role of the Mathematical Sciences Education Board (MSEB) was not
well defined in the planning process. They became very helpful in securing people
for Committees and for mail review.

! o ’ Ll I ing the objectives o the

Business community input was difficult to achieve. Advice from others who had
tried to involve business leaders in thi about mathematics content was not
encouraging. A literature review provided few detailed suggestions from this
E%Lspequve on math content for schools. One recent report from the Committee on

cational Development recommended what content areas should be emphasized;
it was provided to the committee as background information.

The point was made by some state assessment directors and mathematics specialists
that in deciding whether to participate in a state-level NAEP, more detail would be
needed on the content of the assessment than that provided by the traditional
format of NAEP objectives booklet. The Mathematics Objectives Committee
responded to this includix‘:‘g sample exercises in the report. As the draft was
circulated, the need for test descriptions and items became even more apparent
than anticipated at the start of the project. It was not feasible to produce these two
documents in the time frame in which the project was conducted, and they were
provided-for separately and after the fact by (.Le NAERP grantee to support review by
states of draft exercises,

Producing these documents should be the responsibility of the National Assessment
Governing Board. They should be conducted or contracted by the NAGB and
conveyed to the Dﬁtment of Education for use in guiding the development of
exercises by the N operations contractor. The need for appropriate staff to
support the objective-setting exercise was discussed earlier; the NAGB should have
staff or contracting resources to permit it to test and item specifications, if
it does this directly, or to contract for them if that is more convenient or .
i intaining NAGB responsibility for objectives and specifications is

appropriate way to divide and execute responsibilities between NAGB, NCES
and W6 NAEP operational contractor conducting the assessment, as distinguished in
the new legislation.

The original time-line for developing the math objectives in this project was /
extended when it became apparent that the work-plan for Janun._l_rg' and February was

not possible, because of the time ired for various reviews. The completion date
for the recommendations was extended to April 1, 1988, when NAEP staff reported
they needed to start drafting exercises by that date. Even still, seven months from
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start-up through a.aﬁ’provals is far too little time to solicit thinking from the field and
the nation generally.

If item writing for the 1992 assessment must start April 1, 1990 the following
sc1edule seems to be a minimum:

NAGB establish committee, prepare
for its start, alert field
to process--2 months Dec. 1, 1988

Start development of objectives
by committee-—-6 months Feb. 1, 1989

Start development of item
specifications, S 1/2 months Aug. 1, 1989

To ED for review--
Two months Jan. 15, 1990

Revision by NAGB and conveyance by
NCES to operations contractor to

begin preparing exercises March 15, 1990

For the planning of a state-level assessment according to the approack used in this
project, the consensus process needs t&%egin i i of
the beginning of item writing by the NAEP operational contractor. This is to
provide six complete months after the establishment of the Objectives Committee to
develop objectives, after the committee is organized, and it provides more than five
months for the development of test and item specifications by staff or a contractor,
after the objectives are complete, but before test-development begins. If the process
is even broader and more time-consuming than the one reported ere, which it

should be in order to include more tapping of thinking in the field, then that time
should be extended at least six months.

Having trend dita to measure progress based on some of the same objectives
between assessments is important. It is not likely, however, that subject matter
content would change so much over two to six years (between assessments) that
there would not be enough common objectives to provide trend data. Analysis and

repo‘;sting methodology can differentiate success with new objectives from historical
trends.
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Planning procedural 2nd design features should be done under a spirit of basic

consideration of the issues,

As in the Math Objectives Committee, this group made many recommendations that
departed from past NAEP practice. They were advised at the outset not to be
limited as a constraint to current procedures or resources. For example, they
recommended reporting assessment results by curriculum sub-area rather than just
by the overall NAEP proficiency scales for the subject. This freedom of scope is
essential to a legitimate consensus planning process.

In the planning project, it was presumed that committee recommendations ¢ uld be
grzpared at least in preliminary form by the Committee. This was impossible; staff

ad to work from committee deliberations and decisions to prepare a report
containing recommerdations. This will continue to be trues in (he future, and the
NAGB should support procedural and anslytic planning committees with staff.
These staff should have expertise in design issues includi sampling, scaling, and
analytical models; they shculd also have expertise in cal matters in the
administration of an assessment, including ensuring are valid and
consistent. During each, two-year assessment cycle, NAGB should have one full-
time staff member whose primary responsiblity is to help planning committees seek
input and advice on these issues, p;:rare recommendations and other reports, and
work with NCES and the operational contractor on the implementation of
recommendations.

While the procedural features for the state-lsvel NAEP were being considered, two
specific problems brought this issue to the fore. One was exploration of possible
w~uses for anomalous results in the 1988 reading assessment. The other was
consideration of how to structure state and federal responsibilities in the expanded
NAEP-whether to change the mode of test-administration from contractor
administration to cooperative administration by state and local staffl. The PAR
Committee felt that in these instances lay a strong rationale for introducing new
madnnl changes only under conditions where their effects could be controlled

Determination of how state-by-state results are to be presented, the degree to which
background conditions are to be taken into account, and the educational processes
with which achievement results are to b related at the state level are weighty tasks,
philosoghically and educationally. Tueir resolutions, while appearing to constitute
straightforward methodological decisions, have great politi and educational
import. This fact should be remembered as these issues are considered, so that their

an
v

20




5)

6)

cnnsideration is not erroneously relegated to a mundane methodological realm,

t .ause these issues will refuse to remain in such realm. Their social and political

nature must be confronted squarely and by people with appropriate insights and ¢
expertise to resolve them. The process also revealed that a planning committee can
successfully lay down desi Yrinciples and decisions that can guide that project.

These decisions need not be left entirely to staff to resolve along the way; many of

them must be resolved by a politically-re resentative body.

The tension between the assessment being descriptive and being prescriptive applies
to the consideration of technical issues as well as to consideration of content. Here,
the issue for the future is the effect on innovation. Consensus planning tends to be
levelling, toward a common denominator X&mfessional opinion. This is
exacerbated in the instance of planning NAEP, because of the constant need to plan
an assessment that must be in the field in two or three years. Although very bright
ideas may emerge in the plannin &rocas, if they are too innovative they are

discouraged or shelved in light of the practical need to plan something that can be
done and that will be technically reliable in th~ near term. Unlike innovations or
progessive stands taken on the content to be ass¢ssed, innovations in
methodological areas often involve real risks and material costs. Progressive
content, ' the other hand, risks only falling short and not progressing as quickly as
we desired. These risks are non-specific and the cost of being ambitious is low and
distant. Therefore, there is a need for the planning process to be complemented
with a means to support methodological innovation.

No more than $200-250,000 would be required to support as many as a dozen
specialists worldnéon the viability of their innovations. Such a program could be
conducted by NAGB or, under its direction, by NCES, as a discretionary program of
grants awarded competitively to contributing planners, analysts, and techni
specialists in the field.

The most in chually demanding issues addressed by this committee were how to
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Also, since the expanded NAEP has as one purpose more informed policymakin
the presentation of results should be workeg out through a back-an -forzu;lanng’ng
process involving representative policymakers and planning committees on the

design of the formats for gresentmg results. Ideally, this should be done around
mock-ups of possible displays.

design issues. .

Input from states on PAR issues was timely and valuable. Fully half of the states
either made comments at the outset or respondzd to drafts on the PAR issues.
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States contributed substantially to the resolution of some technical issues. One
state, for example, provided a simulation of how to use geﬁgﬁphic variables to
o

interpret states’ comparative assessment results. This s solicited and
encouraged la the future. Most states seemed more interested in getting adequate

spleciﬁcation of some solution, rather than being interested in one particular
solution.

Professional - rided useful resources on some issues: theic hel
should be sought on speafic issues in planning in the future.

The question of how to specify rules for inclusion of special students was solved
largely by the National Assoc'ation of State Directors of Special Education, and the
Association of State Assessment Pro_ﬁams provided very concrete advice on the
development of test specifications. These resources can be relied-upon in the
future, and others can be brought in to help on other issues.

The development of item specifications must be built into the planning nro 0
precede item writing, This should result in a free-standing document that is ig
addm_m_ﬂn_ohm Dookiet and that can be review (d Dy stakeholders prior tg

CONCLUSION

The National Assessment Planning Project served two purposes. One was to make

the transition substantively from a National Assessment of Educational Progress to a state-
by-state one, to actually decide how that would be done. The other was to serve as an

riment or stalking-horse in the planning of something as sensitive as a state-by-state

educational assessment in the United States. This report is aimed at realizing that

experiment. If the project was successful, the observations and recommendations put forth
here will provide the National Assessment Governing Board and its staff and custodians in
the National Center for Education Statistics with something valuable, based on this unique

experience.
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he

development
_ process

he National Assessment appreciates the
eflorts of all the individuals who contribute
to the development of a reading assess-
ment. Many people, including university
prolessors, classroom leachers, legisiators.
parents, and other interested individuals, participated in
developing and in reviewing drafts of the objectives.

This particular objectives booklet combines the work
of two Learning Area Commiittees —those from the 1983-
84 and the 1985-86 reading assessments-—and extends
at least through the 1987-88 reading assessment.

Special thanks are due (o the members of these com-
miltees who developed the framework and specifications
for the assessment, were responsive (o the reviews, and

spent long hours reviewing and revising objectives and
exercises. Appreciation is also due to Malle Gerritz, read-

ing coordinator for NAEP's 1985-86 assessment.

The National Assessmenl extends ils deep apprecia-
tion to ali participants and reviewers:

Jo Beth Allen, Kansas State University. Manhattan. KS

Arthur Applebee. National Council of Teachers of English,
" Urbana. IL
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Michael Axline, Universitly of Oregon. Eugene, OR

Fernie Baca, University of Colorado, Denver, CO

Richard Beach, University of Minnesota. Minneapolis. MN
Barbara Bianchi, Paideia School. Atlanta, GA

Susan Blank, Manpower Demonstration Research
Corporalion, Brooklyn, NY

Robin Bultterfield. Northwest Regional Educational
Laboratory, Portland, OR

Robert Callee, Stanford University, Stanford. CA

Jeanne Chall, Harvard Graduaie School of Education,
Cambridge. MA

Carita Chapman, Chicago Public Schools, Chicago, IL

Ruti Coleman, North Side High School Mothers Alumni
Club, Fort Wayne, IN

Christopher Connell, Associated Press. Washington. DC

Larry Coon, McDonald’s Restaurants, Henderson. TX

Bernice Cullinan, New York University, New York, NY

Mary E. Curtis. Harvard Graduale School of Education.
Cambridge, MA

Jacqueline Danzberger, Youthwork Inc., Arlington, VA

Martha Darling, Washinglon Roundiable Education Study.
Bellevue, WA

Phitip DiStefano, University of Colorado, Boulder, CO

Terry Dozier, South Carolina Slate Department of
Education, Columbia, SC

Priscilla Drum. University of California at Santa Barbara,
Santa Baibara. CA

William Eller. State University of New York at Bulfalo.
Amherst, NY
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Leo Estrada, University of California, Los Angeles, CA
Claryce Evans, Boston Public Schools, Boston, MA
Marjorie Farmer. School District of Philadelphia,
Philadelphia, PA
Roger Farr. University of indiana, Bloomington, IN
Edmund Farrell. University of Texas, Austin. TX
Edward Fry. Rulgers Universily, New Brunswick. NJ
Carol Gibson. National Urban League, New York, NY
Kenneth Goodman. University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ

-

Nacmi Gordon, Public Schools of Brookline,
Lexinglon. MA

Donaid (raves. University of New Hampshire. Durham, NH

Jean Greenlaw, North Texas Stale University. Denton. TX

Doris Hankins, Germantown High School. Germantown, TN

Jerome Harste, University of Indiana, Bloomington, IN

David layes. University of Georgia, Athens, GA

Paul Heflernan, Star Market, Newtonville, MA

Harold Herber, Syracuse University, Syracuse, NY

Jane Holt. Champlain Valley Union High School.
Hinesburg, VT

Shu-in Huang, City of Thornton, Thomton, CO

Evaline Khayal Kruse. Audubon Junior High School,
Los Angeles, CA

Judith Langer. University of California. Berkeley. CA

Diane Lapp. Boston University, Boston, MA

Herbert J. Lapp. Jr., GPU Nuclear Corporation,
Parsippany. NJ

Ron Lessnau, Ilamburger University. Oakbrook, IL

Ray Marshall, Universily of Texas, Austin, TX

Phyllis A. Miller, Reading Development Seminars,
Minneapolis. MN

"
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Charles Moody. University of Michigan. National Alliance
of Black Schoo! Educators. Ann Arbor. Ml

Peter Mosenthal. Syracuse University. Syracuse. NY
Edwin Newman, NBC News, New York, NY

Pedro Pedraza, Jr., Hunter College, New York, NY
Anthony Petiosky. University of Pittsburgh. Pittsburgh, PA

Carolyn N. Pinckney, Bunker Hill Elementary Sch?ol,
Waskington, DC

Carolyn Pollan, State of Arkansas, Fort Smith, AR.
Walter L. Powers, School District #271, Cocur d’'Alene. ID
John Readance, Loussiana State University.
Balon Rouge, LA
Beverly Roller. Jefferson County Public Schools,
Littleton, CO

Glenn E. Rolz, Highland Elementary School, Clarkson, WA
Sarah Saint-Onge. Godine Publishing Co., Boston. MA
Adan C. Salgado. Johnston High School. Austin, TX

S. Jay Samuels, University of Minnesota. Minneapolis, MN
Robert Schreiner, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, MN
John Stewig. University of Wisconsin. Milwaukee, Wl
Dorolhy Strickland, Columbia University. New York, NY
Robert Tierney, University of lllinois, Champagne-Urbana, IL

Jaap Tuinman, Simon Fraser University. Burnaby, B.C..
Canada

Janet Tuily. Marriott Corporation. Washington, DC
Richard Vacca, Kenl Stale University, Kent. OH

Rod Vahi, Central High School. Davenport. 1A

Sheila Valencia. University of Colorado, Boulder, CO
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Thomas Vallejos, University of Colorado, Boulder. CO
Richard Venezky. University of Delaware, Newark, DE

Maria Watkins, University of Penncylvania, Graduate

School of Education, Philadelphia, PA
Rick Wetherell, North Bend High School, West Bend, OR
Susan M. Wolf, The Hastings Center, Hastings-on-

tudson, NY .
Kathy Yen, San Francisco Public Schools, San Francisco, CA
Seymour Yesner, Brookline High School, Brookline, MA
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——lntroduction
& overview

The Development Process

ince 1969. The Nation’s Report Card. the
National Assessment of Educational Pro-
gress (NAEP), has been responsible for coi-
lecting information about the educational
achievement of our nation’s youth in a vari-
ety of subject areas. These areas have included reading,
mathematics. writing, science. music, art. literature. com-
puter competence, social studies, and citizenship. Civics
was first measured in the context of the 1969-70 Citizen-
ship assessment. again in the 1974-75 litizenship
assessment. and a third time in 1981-82 as part of a
combined assessment of cilizenship and social studies.
The objectives contained in this booklet represent a mod-
ification of some of the 1981-82 Citizenship objectives
and additional objectives which reflect current trends in
clvics education.®
The new statement was developed by NAEP's Learning
Area and Stale Advisory Commiittees and has been
reviewed extensively by teachers. curriculum specialists,
and school administrators to ensure that the assessment
topics do not diverge substantially from current instruc-
tional practice cr expectations. All of the contributors and
reviewers were selected to reflect the perspectlives of peo-

———————

*Cisiatnship and Social Studics Objuctives 1981 82 Assessment (Bookiel o 13
CS-10). Denwer CO. Nalional Asseasment of Lducational Progress. bdudation
Commission of the States
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ple in various sizes and types of communities, from many
geographic regions, and from a variety of racial/ethmc
groups.

This final stalement does not necessarily reflect the
views of every individual who participated in the develop-
ment and review processes, but presents. as accurately as
possible, the consensus reached.

The Assessw ent of Civics:
United Stat .s Government and Politics

The assessment of civics will take place during the Bicen-
tennial of the writing of the .'nited States Constitution,
the oldest written national constitution in the world. Par-
ticipation in the government ol the United States by all
individuals is what forms a democracy —our government
is of, by. and for the peopie. To endure, a democracy
relies on the ability and willingness of its citizens to be
involved intelligently in political and public affairs at all
levels: local. slate, national, and international. .

The broad purpose of including U.S. government and
civics in school curricula is to prepare students to reflect
on and participate in the political decision-making pro-
cesses of our soclely. Understanding democratic princi-
ples will help students appreciate and exercise their rights
as well as recognize the responsibilities inherent in bei: g
a United Stales citizen. Studying the structure of our gov-
emment. the functions of its three branches. and the
political processes by which decisions are made wiii
enable students to participate more fully and effectively as
informed citizens.

The Objectives Framework for Civics:
United States Government and Politics

A Lhree-dimensional iatrix made up of Content, Context,
and Cognition outlines the broad objectives for civics edu-
cation Figure | prescis the matiix and shows how each

41

dimension is divided into major categorics. Each excrcise
in the assessment can be classified within the matrix by
matching the category of content it assesses. the context
in which the question is asked, and the cognitive skill it
measures.

Together, these dimensions help define Lthe major
objectives of United States civics education and provide
dguidehnes for developing qu~stions to assess students at
age 9/dgrade 4, age 13/yrade 8, « .« age l7/gl§de 12.
This conceplud) framework and the objeclives themsceives
may be usefut o cuiriculum developers in their. own con-
sides wions of scope and priorities at state and jocal
levels.

Figure 1 .
Conceplual Framework for :'
United Siates Govemment and Folitics Objectives
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I articipants

. in the
development
Process

he National Assessment appreciales the

eflorts of all of the individuals who con-

tributed (o the development of the 1988

Civics Objeclives. Many educators. includ-

ing universily prowe. “ors, history and social
science researchers, classroom teachers, school adminis-
trators. and curriculum specialists, as well 25 concerned
parents and lay persons, participdted in developing and
reviewing successive drafts. These objectives could not
have been developed without their subslantial involve-
ment. The National Assessment wishes to extend its grati-
tude lo all participants.

NAEP Advisory Commiittees for the
1987-88 Assessment of Civics:
United States Government

and Politics

Learning Area Committee

Russ Allen. Wisconsin Department of Pubhc Instruction,
Madison. Wi

Mary Graham. Metropolilan Public Schools, Nashwville, TN

Joel Grossman., Univcfslly ol Wisconsin. Madison, Wi

David Hammack. Case Weslern eserve University,
Cleveland. OH

Peter Kneedler. California Department of Education,
Saaamento, CA

Sheila Mann, American Political Science Associates,
Washington, DC

Sam Natoli, National Council for the Social Studies,
Washington, DC

Harry Scheiber. Chair, University of Californias
Berkeley, CA

Betty Waugh, West Mesa High School, Albuquerque. NM

Slate Advisory Committee

Russ Allen. Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction,
Madison, Wi

Helen Brown, Bureau of Curriculum, In-Service & State
Dept.. Baton Rouge. LA

John Chapman. Michigan State Department of Education,
Lansing, Ml

Roger llammer, Wyoming Department of Education,
Cheyenne, Wy

FPeter Kneedler, California Department of Education,
Sacramento, CA

Douglas Robertson. State Department of Public
Administration, Raleigh, NC

Lois Rubin, Virginia Department of Education,
Richmond. VA

Development Consultants and
Reviev'ers

Ron Adams, Kingswood High School, Wolfeboro, N
James F. Adomanis, Annapolis, MD

Susan Austin. Bala Cynwyd. PA

Marvin Awbrey. Fresno Unified School District, Fresno, CA
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Rosemary Bane. Robertson Academy, Nashville, TN
J. Sherman Barker. The Holchkiss School, Lakeville, CT
Jim Bell. Poway High School, Poway, CA
Magjorie Bingham, St. Louis Park Schools,
Sl. Louis Park, MN
Jeanine Blumbecg, SUNY at Stony Brook. Stony Brook. NY
Mabel McKinncy Bowning YEFC, American Bar Assn.,
Chicago. IL

Judy Bristol. Houston independent School District,
Houston, TX .

Nancy Brown. Mississippi Boaard of Education,
Jachkson, MS

George Burson, Aspen High School, Aspen. CO

Robert Campbell, Wesieyan Church, Lambertville, NJ

Mary Ann Cardia. The Philadelphia School,
Philadelphia, PA

Carol Chaet. Cambridge Public Schools, Cambridge, MA

Phyllis Clarke. Boulder Valley Schools, Boulder, CO

Harriet Crane, The Baldwin School, Bryn Mawr, PA

Gerald Danzer, University of Chicago. Chicago, IL

Robert M. Dawson, Albuquerque, NM

Chariotte de Casta, The Baldwin School, Bryn Mawr, PA
Cooper Delk. McMurray Middle School, Nashville, TN
Deborah Drucker. Springbrook High School,
Chevy Chase, MD
Tervie Epstein. Cherry Creek High School, Englewood, CO
William Fernekes, Flemington, NJ
George Flitiie, Portland, OR
Mary Giunta (ex officio). NARA/NHPRC. Washington, DC
C. Dale Greenwald, Learning improvement Services,
Nederland, CO
David Harris, Oakland County Public Schools. Pontiac. Mi
JoAnn Heidenreich, Hillwood Iligh School. Nashville. TN

Sylvia Hoflert, St. Louis Country Day School.
St Louis. MO

Heverend Giles P. Hayes, O S B, The Delbarton School.
Mortistown, NJ
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Linda Glickstein, Philadelphia, PA

David Glickstein, Philadelphia, PA

Faul Dennis Hoffman, Canyon de. Oro High School,
Tucson, AZ

Donna Hudson, Old Center Elementary School,
Antioch, TN

Alison Johnson, Glencliff High School, Nashwille, TN

Savannah Jones, Birmingham Public Schools,
Birmingham, AL

Sylvia Karnowsky. Overton High School. Nashville, TN

Joseph Kovacs, Edison School District, Edison, NJ

David Laudenschlager. Rapid City Central High School,
Rapid City. SD
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James Loguidice. Bucks County intermediate Unit, Larty Strickl. nd, Public Instruction Office. Tumwater, WA

Doylestown, PA Ruth Sykes, Haywood Elementary School, Nashville, T
Thomas Lyons, Phillips Academy, Andover, MA Llaine M. Takenaka, Department of Education,

Anne McNair, Kirkpatrick Elementary School, Honolulu, Hi
Mashville. TN Jan Talbot. Fair Oaks, CA

Mary McFairtand. Parkway School District, Steven Teal, Hercules, CA
Chesterfield, MO

David Meifssow, Portiand, OR

ray Meicalf, National Council of the Social Studies,
Washington, DC .

S. Rex Morrow, Pennsyivania State University,
University Park, PA

Caria Nankervis, Meigs Magnet School, Nashville, TN

Louise Osborne, Fall-Hlamilton Elementary School,
Nashville, TN

Arthur Pease, Lebanon High School, Lebanon, NH

Prederick W. Plister, Bloomfield Hills, M

Douglas Phillips, Anchorage Schiool District,
Anchorage, Al

John Phillips, Calilornia Department of Education,
Sacramento, CA

Catherine Pickie, Memphis Clly Schools, Memphis, TN

Gene Pickel, Oak Ridge School, Oak Ridge, TN

Helen Richardson, Fullon County Board of Education,
Atlania, GA

Susan Roberts, Abbuquerque NM

Lucilie Robinsoan, Ontario-Muntclair, Ontario, CA

Al Rocca, Sequola Junlor High School, Redding. CA

John Rossi, €4 Cerrito Senior High, El Cerrito, CA

Jennie Scolt, Moore Middie School, Nashville. TN

Denny Shillings. Homewood-Flossmore Community High
School, flossmore, IL

Nan Teeter. Percy Priest Elementary School. Nashville, TN




Paul Tice, McMurray Middile School, Nashville, TN

Mary Jane Turner, Center for Civic Education,
Calabasas, CA

Jane Vandercook, Hunters Lane Comprehensive High
School, Hendersonville, TN

Deborah Weich, AHA, Washinglon, DC

Joy Weldon, Bethiehem, PA

Mary Lou Williams, Santa Fe, NM

Thomasine Wilson, Berkeley, CA

Virginia Witson, NC School of Sclence and Mathemalics,
Durham, NC )

Celeste Woadiey. Boulder Valiey Schools, Boulder, CO

Brian R. Wright, Neely's Bend Middie School,
Nashville, TN
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PUBLIC LAW 98.511. SECTION 405¢¢)

(1) In addition to o
this section, the Office “"'a"f‘“hg resporsibiliies of the Office under

Dose assessment {uw childre : M:
odults in the basic ski h‘:f ‘mo'q‘ y e,
ond other subjects and skills. Suck o National M‘MWMM
i Th i o S e T ot o
p i e ot various
._:(:)pm o[’thcmo[’mmJ-‘:w-
report periodically chakges Anowledge
abd(lé)of u:h :udcnb mr?:v; of imeg in and
vinduct special nssessments educationa! areas,
as %c)mufzddumlwmm
orous o ndividunis it 1o e ”~ et o
cies ond to locel educativiul q[cnu: on the use ::I iomal

Assessment objectives, primarily ini
(V the basic ; i
nicaion: o skills of and commy.
(i) on making i of such aseessments with the

4 COmparisons
ational profile (including special popu profiles)
,;,""'." datc developed by the National A':::.m, pr/
with respect to each ';u'hich W""’“‘P‘

in accordance with 4 o stat icipates
m:‘a‘um»w Mmk-gm
(XA) The organisation through whick the Office carries out the

(ii) fourteen members appointed by the organizati
calegories of membership specified .:’ wmwmmph‘w&ﬁ“ the

(B) Members of the Assessment Policy Committee appointed n
accordance with subparagraph (AXiv) shall be—
*%i) one chief State oc of ficer;
“fsi) two State legislators;
*(iii) two school district superintendents;
{iv) one member of a State board of education,
(v) one member of a local school board;
(vi) one Governor of a State;
;vu) rchnm%m ncival and
'viii) one elemeniary oc. . @
(ix) one secondary school pnpu’:ipa‘fa
(C) The Assistant Secretary shall serve as an ex officio member
of the Assessment Policy Committee. The Assistant tary shall
also appoint a member of the Council to serve as nonvoting member
of the Assessment Policy Committee.
(D) Members appointed in accordance with subparagraph (A) (i)
and (1i) shall be appointed for terms for three years on a stoggered

(%) The Assessment Policy Committee established by paragraph
(2) shall be responsible for the design of the National Assessment,
including the selection of the learning areas to be assessed, the de-
z‘lopnnnt ond selection of p;:: ;cakm&b and Wnt items,

assessment methodology, the form and content o] reporting
and dissemination of assessment results, and studies to evaluate
ond improve the form and utilization of the National Assessment.
The appropriatensss of all cognitive, bac nd, and altitude items
developed as part of the National Assessment shall be the respons:-
bility of the Assessment Policy Committee. Such items shall be sub-
Ject to review by the Department o£ Education and the Office of
zana‘cmtandwubraw period of naot more than sixty

)8
(4) Each learning area assessment shall Aave goal statements de-
ised tArough o national cvasensus approach, providing for active
participation of teachers, curriculum specialists, subject matter spe-
cialists, local school administrators, parents, and members of the
general public. All items selocted for use in the assessment shall be
nm'qu.l‘o exclude items which might reflect racial, sex, cultural,
or

v?ioulbun.
(5) Participation in the National Assessment by State and local
:::‘c;lm.mm selected as part of a sample of such agencies
(6) The Secretary shall provide for a periodic review of the No-
tional Asscssment. This review shall provide an opportunity for
public comment on the conduct and usefulness of the National As-
ssssment and shall result in o report to the Congress, the FPresident,
and the Nation on the findings and recommendations, if any, of the
review. The Secreiary shall consider the findings and recommenda-
tions in designing the competition to select the organization through
which the Office carries out the National Assessment.
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20 USC 4843

[

L

122101

e

20 USC 1221e-1.

Grants

%

102 STAT. 344

PUBLIC LAW 100-297—APR. 28, 1938

SEC. 3243. DEFINITIONS.
rpose of this part—

For ?l‘;tg:z term “at l:inpk"' means students who, because of learn,.
ing deficiencies, !ack of school readiness, limited English pro.
fi poverty, eduhc:m tional or eeonm‘l'c dfu.dvant::e}i:{

) emotional icapping conditions face greater
5‘ mﬁw achisvement and have greater potential of
becoming school dropouts; )
(2) tlmt: !Bl'l;la“l&?‘ld” means the Fund Board established

(3) the term “Fund” meuns the Fund for the Improvement

and Reform of Schosls and Teaching established under section

(t)ﬂm‘wmﬂnmwofﬂdmuon.

C—NATIONAL Wﬂm OF EDUCATIONAL
PART

SEC. 3001. SHORT TITLE. o
This may be cited as the “National Assessment of u-

uwmmptmt Act”.

SEC. 3403. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE.

purponof is to improve the effectiveness of ou
Nmom&b?h&nuownwm about student
- aress -vailable to policymakers at

: T:nd pal::b‘llmm
such information tative and comparable ar
shall be maintained in a manner mthopdv?o(mdmd-
ual students and their familiss. It is not the purpose of this Ac: to
acthorise the calleciion or reporting of on student
attitudes or belisls or on other matters that are not germane to
the acquisition and analysis of information about academic achieve-
ment.

SEC. 303 NATIONAL ASSESGMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS.

the advice of the National Assessment Governi
by paragraph (6XaXi), the Commissioner s
ts, or cooperative agreements wi
or consortia thereof, a National Assessment
National Assessment of Educational
in the National Center for Education
to the Commissioner for Ed‘hl:

“x1) Wi

writing, history/geography
S e, Sl en e

bytheBont .

“ ational Assessment ~hall provide a fair and accurs!
n(.ﬁﬁﬁ.l:: ?f educational achievement in skills, sbilities, lnd
il b g, wiog P, s, b 53
E&huyt:cnlfmqm: that produce data that are ‘representative on 8

' II(B,
Sec and
{hat at Toass

 tion conducted by a nationally recognized

PUBLIC LAW 100-297—APR. 28, 1988

national and regional basis and on a State basis pursuant to sub-
f;:ﬁgrapht (CXi) ard (CXij). In addition, the National Assessment

“**  Vlect and report data on a periodic basis, at least once
every _ years for rudlng and mathematics; at least once every 4
ears for wntuz‘and acience; and at least once every 6 years for
B.in':r)dry,‘m y and other subject areas selected by the
“(ii) collect and report data eve. 2 years on students at
9,13, and 17 and in grades 4, 8, lm? l2;y ages
“(iii) report achievement data on a basis that ensures valid
reliable trend reporting;
"{IV) include inl'ormat u:on on special gfrou;:. "
n ou provisions of subparagraph (A), the
% nted under pangrapm) shal
t 1 of the matters in each of the 4 and 6 year
cycles d:cnbed in N‘l.bparunph (AXi) will be included in each 2
AT

to participate, with the
assessment ‘kl& valid, reliable State representative data.

‘(ii) The National nt shall conduct a trial mathematics
assessment for the fourth and eighth grades in 1992 and, pursuant
to subparrgraph (6XD), shall a trial reading ansessment to
be administered in 1992 for the fourth grade in States which wish to
perticin ‘e, with vtall'id m 8o‘l'.‘:nurmining whether such an

Asscasmen

of determining whether such an

assess: ant representative data.
*“iii) The t shall ensure that a representative

sample of students partici te in such assessments.
"(l':rl).No State e .

may agres to icipate in the demonstration
daxﬁhdinthiqﬂlbﬂhnwimpt.:ﬂl ledge of the process for

consensus ng on objectives to be tested, required in
p-rapph (6XE), and of assessment demonstration standards for
sam m. test istration, test security, data collection, valida-
tion . ing to participate shall sign an

ment by the Commissioner. A participating Stat.

review ve perinission for release of results from any test
of its students administered as a of this demonstration prior to

the release of such data. Refusal a State to release its data h-.;
l'!portmﬁ‘ of data from other States that .ave
W the release of such data.

v) The Commissioner shall provide for an independent evalua-
ized organization (such as the
! National Academy of Sc nces or the National Academy of Edu-

tation) of the pilot Progra.ns to asees the feasibility and validity of
ts and the fairness and accuracy of the data they produce.
The rem shall also describe the technical problems encountered
ription about what was learned about how to best reﬁrt

National Assessment of Educational . Th=
fesults of this report will be provided to the Congress and to States
which rrticipnud in assessments pursuant to paragraph (C) (i) and
ithin 18 months of the time such assessments were conduc ~d.
“(DXi) The National Assessment shall have the authority to de-
Yelop and conduct, upon the direction of the Board and subject to

the availahility of ANDrANFIiatinne  accnermnnta af 00 10

il
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“(3XA) The National Assessment shall not collect any data that
are not directly related to the appraisal of educational performance,
achievements, and traditional demographic n‘portin; variables, o
to the fair and accurate pressatation of such information.

*(B) The National :-:-mnt shall m uch‘::ul assistance

States, localities, other parties re to participate in
the asssssment to yield j information described in pa

g

i (B), the i
have access to all data, questions, QQME”«"'J'J

*“ABXi) The Commissioner shall le identif-
studonts, : performance

or otherwiss evaluate individual students, schools, or
'(mm;(mn: the Asssssment Governing
‘ i

(hereafter in this ssction referred to as the ‘Board’).
‘Aii) The Board shall formulate the policy guidelines for the
ational
*(B) The Board shall be inted by the Secretary in accordance
ith this -z'm ), (D), and (E). The
wi his suby Snd subparagraphs

“(imod_ﬂ&:rm or J:.lrmr Governors, who shall not be
mem same party;

*(ii) two State who shall not be members of the
same political party;

“Uii) two chief State school officers; )

“(iv) one superintendent of - local educational agency;

“(v) one member of a State board of education;

*(vi) one member of a local board of education;

*(vii) three classroom teachers wm the grade levels
at which the National Assessment is cond ;

*(viii) one rc presentative of business or industry;
“(ix) two eurriculum specialists;
“(x) two testing and messurement experts;
*“(xi) one nonpublic school administrator or policymaker;
“(xii) two school principals. one elementary and one second

.rx('xiii) rt:llm .?c.d.m momhenuwho are representatives of

the i
The A-m‘m:t Set:rvahrym‘.’l for Bdn.ucmonulp.'nn Research and Improvement
challh:gmunnexoﬂlciomembero'ﬂwﬂmrdu.nonvounl
"4Cxi) The Secretary and the Board shall ensure at all times that
the membership of the Board reflects regional, racial, gender "
cultural balance and diversity and that it exercises its independzn
judgment, free from inappropriate influences and special interests-

, traini

_ 5, United States Cs

Board shall be

PUBLIC LAW 100-297—APR. 28, 1988

“(ii) In the exercise of its functions, powers, and duties, the Board
shall hire its own stafl and shall be independent of the Secretary
and the other offices and officers of the [ﬁpartment of Education.

“(iii) The Secretary may appoint, at the direction of the Board, for
terms not to exceed 3 years, without regard to the provisions of title
5, U » governing arpointmenu in the competitive
service, not more than 6 technical employees to administer this
subsection who may be paid without regard to the provisions of
chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of such title relating to
classification and General Schedule pay rates.

“(DXi) The members of the Assessment Policy Committee, servi
on the date of enactment of the National Assessment of Education:
Progress Improvement Act, shall become members of the Board for
the remainder of the terms of the appointment to the Assessment
Policy Committee.

“1) To complete the initial membership of the Board, the Sec-
retary shali appoint members of the Board as necessary in the
calegories dacnbod in ph (B) for which there are no
members continuing from the Assessment Policy Committee on the
date of enactment of the National nt of Educational
Progreas Improvement Act. The Secretary shall appoint such mem-
bers from nominees furnished by the Governors, chief State
school officers, education associations and organizations, the Na-

Academy of Sciences, the National Academy of Education,
parent organizations, and learned sacietieu.

“liii) As vacancies occur, new membery of the Board shall be
appointed by the Secretary from among individuals who are nomi.
nated I;y the Board after eonrﬁl)hptwn with mpmentag::dof hthﬁ
groups listed in . For each v the sha
nonnpl:ata at Mm who, b mnonmc%f experience or
, are qualified in that i vacancy.

“(E) bers of the Board appointed in accordance with this
paragraph shall serve for terms not to exceed 4 years which shall be
staggered, as Getermined by the Secretary, subject to the provisions
of subparagraph (DXi). Any appointed member of the Board who

status under subparagraph (B) during the term of the
ointment of the member may continue to serve as a member
until the expiration of that term.

“*"A) In carrying out its functions under this subsection, the
responsible for—

(i) e subject areas to be assessed (consistent with
paragraph (2XA));
(i) n.tifyinf. mropriate achievement goals for each age
and grade in eac ject area to be tested under the National

A dovelop ob

*“(iii) developing assessment objectives;

“Uliv) developlnﬁlt:u specifications;

“(v) designing the methodology of the assessment;

“(vi) developing guidelines and standards for analysis plans
apd for reporting and disseminating results;

“(vii) developing standards and procedures for interstate, re-
gional and national comparisons; and

*(viii) taking appropriate actions needed to improve the form
and use of the National Assessment.

“(B) The Board may delegate any functions described in subpara-
traph (A) to its staff. '

102 STAT. 34
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of clause (ii) of (B) shall be the cost of conducting the
asssssment in the the cost of administering the
assessment at the echool leve! for all schools in the State sample and

“(9XA! The Comm:asioner shall provide for continuing reviews of
the National Asssssment, including validation M'::‘by the Na-
i Education Statistics and solicitation of public
The ehail roport 10 the Congres, the Prassdent e s
Nation on the findings and recommendations of such reviews. The

ingY competition to select through w
meam' out the National Amnmt.."m

. Commissioner shall, not later than § months after the
date of :naeumnt “Auc‘t.pl:;lw Assessment fon!.i‘dﬁ:tmrul
Progress Improvement . ish a report setting ns for
the collection of data for the 1990 asssssment and plans for includ-
ing other subjoct areas in the 1992 and later assessments. The report
shall include methods by which the results of the National Assess-
ment of Educational Progress may be reported so that the results

oS
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available and more eusily understood by educators,
the general public, and methods by which items

identify  exclude items which reflect racial,
regional biss. The
 educators, State education offici
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c VATION OF NDS POR ENTS.—(]) Section
#6(N(1%D) of the Act (as i by subsection BX1)) i
sneaded to read o y PXL) s

‘AD) Not less &ln ”.W.Ng:‘or the lmur 1989, and :g(g:l‘;
sums as necessary each fiscal
the lﬂghﬂlhanil&bhtourrymt uctiomraﬁ(i)of
this '('nlann.totheNatioul Asscssment of Education

Progress);”.
(2) Section 405((X1XE) of the Act (as redeupnuhd by subsection
(aX1) is s1oended by inserting a comma and ' except for subsection

; (i) of that section,” immediately after “Act”.

102 STAT. 34 .

20 USC 1221e




APPENDIX E
CONSENSUS PROCESS SCHEDULES; NAPP




PROPOSED CONCENSUS PROCESS - MATH OBJECTIVES
FEB. MARCH

* POLICY AUG./SEPT OoCT NOV. DEC. JAN.
REVIEW& |

STEERING MEET & PLAN
COMMITTEE AUGUST 27-29 APPROVE

* CONSENSUS
REACT TO

STATE | / DRAFT \

ADVISORY
COMMITTEE MEET & PLAN REACT TO MEET AND MEET AND
BY SBIT. 30 PRIOR DRAFT FINAL

OBJECTIVES

OBJECTIVES
COMMITTEES

* INPUT

— m— e e e e —

MATH SCr's
EDUCATION ot
BOARD

NCTMDRAFT| ——
STANDARD

L REVIEW
FR. SCHOLARS

CURRNICULUMY| .
ALIGNMENT }---—
CONTRACT

f nTIeEN? ¥




o POLICY

AUG/SEPT.

STEERING
COMMITTEE

MEET & |
PLAN
AG. 27-

» CONSENSUS

STATE
TESTING
DIRECTORS

P. A. &R
COMMITTEE

o INPUT

ANALYSIS
PAPER
ISSUE #1

ANALYSIS
PAPER
ISSUE #2

ANALYSIS
PAPER

ISSUE #3.

ANALYSIS
PAPER
ISSUE #4

ANALYSIS
PAPER
ISSUE #5

NAEP STUOY!
CROUP

PAPERS

PROPOSED CONSENSUS PROCESS - PROCEDURES, ANALYGIS 8 REPORTING
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DRAFT
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